North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources,
Division of Energy, Mineral, and Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

PERMITTED MINE SITE ‘ (J UNPERMITTED MINE SITE

1. MINE NAME: Triangle Quarry 2. MINE LOCATION: _ Harrison Avenue
3. COUNTY: __ Wake 4. RIVER BASIN: Neuse S. CASE:
6. OPERATOR: Wake Stone Corporation ATTN: L. Colé Atkins-Geologist
7. ADDRESS: P.O. Box 190 Knightdale. North Carolina 27545
8. MINING PERMIT #: 92-10 LIN/A 9. PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE: X N/A
10. PERSON(S) CONTACTED AT SITE: __Cole Atkins
11. PICTURES? [X] Yes [ONe TAKEN BY:
12. TYPE OF INSPECTION:
A. Initial Inspection ( Unpermitted Mine Sites)
1. Size of affected land: ac. |(attach sketch map)
2. How was this area measured? Measured by:
B. Routine Inspection (Permitted Mine Sites)
C. Follow-up Inspection
13. Date of last inspection: _ 07/16/2017
14.  Any mining since that date? [X] Yes [J Ne If yes, cite evidence of such mining activity:
Equipment was in operation at time of inspection,

1S.  Was mine operating at time of inspection? | [X]  Yes L] No If yes, explain:

16. Is the mine in compliance with the Opef?a‘ting Conditions of the Permit Yes
Noe (JNA If no, explain: See above. |

|
E
—

17. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? Yes [] No O Nna
If no, explain: |

8. Is there any off-site damage? A.| ] Yes B [J No C./[X] None observed
If A, describe the type and severity of the damage:

If B or C, is there potential for offsite damage? D Yes No Explain:

19. Corrective measures needed and/or taken: ——_None

20. Other recommendations and comments: - Recently sceded area between plant_and office noted.
Turbidity curtain in pond noted.

21. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/- map accurate? Yes (] No (Explain) [ ] Not Reviewed ] N/A

22. Follow-up inspection needed? ] ‘Yes X No Proposed date

23. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report 24, Copy of Report sent to operator _10/31/2019
INSPECTED BY: Joe Dupree __ DATE 10/30/2019

Telephone No: (919) 791-4200

Copy 10 file Copy to operator ~ Copy to Mining Specialist




Summary of observations during site visit to Wake Stone Triangle Quarry (92-10)

Date: 04-05-2019
ON SITE: 11:15 AM (approx.)

OFF SITE: 1:00 PM {approx.)
Weather: 58 degrees; steady moderate rainfall

Summary: Met with David Lee who is the Environmental Manager for Wake Stone at the mine office
building. We briefly reviewed the plan set for the mine site and discussed how the mined stone is
processed at the site.

The inspection was limited to the areas of the mine site with the potential to impact water quality in the
locations referenced in the complaint from Mr. Morris. This included the stone processing area and
process water settling ponds, the process water reservoir, the bypass channel, and the North Pond. The
bypass channel runs from a culvert under I-40 roughly southwest to northeast through the middle of the
permitted area around the process water reservoir to the North Pond. The North Pond is the pond
downstream of the process water reservoir. We then walked the receiving channel downstream of the
North Pond to its confluence with Crabtree Creek. Alleged accumulation of fines from the mine’s stone
Processing plant in this channel was the subject of the complaint (which included the video posted on
YouTube).

Regarding the processing plant area, the water used in washing the stone is confined within a closed-
loop system. The runoff produced at the wash screen drains into the process water settling ponds
which subsequently drain to the process water reservoir. Most of the fines carried by the runoff settle
out into the settling ponds. Any that dont are carried to the reservoir. The water in the reservoir is then
reused to wash the stone. The reservoir has an eémergency spillway, but Mr. Lee reports that it has not
been activated since Hurricane Fran in 1996. Because of this closed-loop approach, none of the process
water ever has an opportunity to leave the site.

There are some places where sediment-laden runoff from the mine haul roads and other open areas
may enter the bypass channel. The day of the inspection, there was a steady downpour of rain and | did
not observe an excessive amount of sediment entering this channel. As | stated before, the bypass

would be needed to confirm this.

In summary, | found no violations either of the mining permit or NPDES SW permit on the day of my
visit. | further observed that the visual quality in the stream flowing from the North Pond was virtually
indistinguishable from visual quality of the water flowing in Crabtree Creek just upstream of the
confluence of these two channels.

,,,,,,,, — T L T — L




North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources,
Division of Energy, Mineral, and Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

[J PERMITTED MINE SITE (] UNPERMITTED MINE SITE

. MINE NAME: Triangle Quarry 2. MINE LOCATION: _Harrison Avenue, Cary, NC
COUNTY: _Wake 4. RIVER BASIN: Neuse S. CASE:
. OPERATOR: _Wake Stone Corporation ATTN: Cole Atkins-Geologist
ADDRESS: _P.O. Box 190 Knightdale, North Carolina 27545
8. MINING PERMIT #: 92-10 LIN/A 9. PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE: March 30, 202] [IN/A
10. PERSON(S) CONTACTED AT SITE: David Lee, Cole Atkins
11. PICTURES? [JYes [XINo TAKEN BY:
12. TYPE OF INSPECTION:
L] A. Initial Inspection (Unpermitted Mine Sites)
1. Size of affected land: ac. (attach sketch map)
2. How was this area measured? Measured by:
B. Routine Inspection (Permitted Mine Sites)
C. Follow-up Inspection
13. Date of last inspection: . 7
14, Any mining since that date? Yes [] No If yes, cite evidence of such mining activity:

Novw

Equipment was operating at time of inspection. .
15. Was mine operating at time of inspection? [X] Yes [J No Ifyes, explain: _ As _ stated above,
equipment was operating at time of inspection.

16. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit? Yes
No [] N/A  Ifno, explain: .

17. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? Yes [] No [ N/A
If no, explain:

18. Is there any off-site damage? A. [J Yes B. X Ne C. (] None observed
~ If A, describe the type and severity of the damage: )

If B or C, is there potential for offsite damage? [ ] Yes No Explain:

19. Corrective measures needed and/or taken: None

20. Other recommendations and comments: Site is in very sood condition. Vegetated berms look
good. Thanks for your cooperation.

21. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/- map accurate? (1 Yes [INo (Explain) [X] Not Reviewed [ N/A

22. Follow-up inspection needed? L[] Yes No Proposed date

23. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report 24. Copy of Report sent to operator
INSPECTED BY: Joe Dupree DATE July 6,2017
Telephone No: 919-791-4208

Copy to file Copy to operator Copy to Mining Specialist




North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources,
Division of Energy, Mineral, and Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

X[ ] PERMITTED MINE SITE [] UNPERMITTED MINE SITE

1. MINE NAME: Triangle Quarry 2, MINE LOCATION: 222 Star Ln Cary
3. COUNTY: _Wake 4. RIVER BASIN: Neuse - 5. CASE:
6. OPERATOR: _Wake Stone Corp.
7. ADDRESS: _PO Box 190 Knightdale, NC 27545
8. MINING PERMIT #: 92-10 LIN/A o, PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE: 03/30/2021 [ IN/A
10. PERSON(S) CONTACTED AT SITE:
11. PICTURES? X[ ]Yes [ |No TAKENBY:
12. TYPE OF INSPECTION:
A. Initial Inspection (Unpermitted Mine Sites)
1. Size of affected land: ac. (attach sketch map)
2. How was this area measured? Measured by:
X[1B. Routine Inspection (Permitted Mine Sites)
C. Follow-up Inspection
13. Date of last inspection: 06/03/2015
14. Any mining since that date? X [1Yes [J No 1f yes, cite evidence of such mining activity: Mining
ongoing
15. Was mine operating at time of inspection? X[ ] Yes [] No If yes, explain: _ Mining at time of

inspection
16. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit? X[ ] Yes [ No L] N/A

If no, explain:

17. Is the mine in complfance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? X[ ] Yes [J No L] N/A
If no, explain:

18. Ts there any off-site damage? A. [J Yes BX[ ] No C. ] None observed
If A, describe the type and severity of the damage:

If B or C, is there potential for offsite damage? [ | Yes X [ INo Explain:

19. Corrective measures needed and/or taken:

20. Other recommendations and comments: As discussed during the inspection walk through, vegetating the
access road along the West side of the project near TST-1 & TST-2 would be beneficial

21. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/- map accurate? X [] Yes ] No (Explain) [] Not Reviewed |
N/A

22. Follow-up inspection needed? [ | Yes X [] No Proposed date
23. No. of additional Pages of Inspection Report 0 24. Copy of Report sent to operator

INSPECTED BY: Thad Valentine ( Multi Media Group) DATE 06/08/2015
Telephone No: (919) 791-4200

Copy to file Copy to operator Copy to Mining Specialist




North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources,
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

%ERNHTTED MINE)
1. MINE NAME _7gagle varay 2. MINING PERMIT #__ G Z-( O
3. OPERATOR _[dcke Stvue  Corpolatron, 4. COUNTY__ We fce

5.ADDRESS __ PO Rox |90  parcutdele, NC 27545

6. PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE04 /20 /z<ti 7 RIVER BASIN Newse

8. Person(s) contacted at site___Pa { Plerce

9. Was mine operating at time of inspection? ® Yes [J No 10. Pictures? [0 Yes & No
11. Date last inspected: 07 /63 /o2  12. Any mining since last inspection? B Yes [J No
13. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit? [XYes 0O No

If no, explain:

14. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? A Yes [ No
If no, explain:

15. Did any of the above deficiencies rc?/s\?lt in offsite damage? [ Yes [ No If yes, describe the.
type and severity of the damage: A

16. Corrective measures needed and/or taken: Newe nedzsd .

17. Other recommendations and comments:

18. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +@nap accurate? ™ Yes O No (Explain) [ Not Reviewed

19. Follow-up inspection needed? [ Yes X No Proposed date __/__/

20. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report_&. 21. Copy of Report sent to operator&p /28 / 0%
V7 : (date)

spECTED BY: _Wllam . Neds, T2 DATE 0¢ /28 /04

Telephone No: ( U9 ) s7/-4 700
White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist 10/97




North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources,
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

(PERMITTED MINE)

1. MINE NAME __Zrynsle  Rucnny 2. MINING PERMIT #__9Z—t0

3. OPERATOR __Mhke Shne Corp. 4. COUNTY__Wake

5.ADDRESS __ 2.0 Box 190  fantddele. NC 2755

6. PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE_ 04 /20 /204 7. RIVER BASIN Mow #/ 03 -04-02.
8. Person(s) contacted at site_ M. ke W Hl1rap, 5

9. Was mine operating at time of inspection? X Yes [J] No 10. Pictures? [J Yes P~No
11. Date last inspected: 07 /25 /> (  12. Any mining since last inspection? X Yes [J No
13. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit? PKYes 0[O No
If no, explain:

14. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? #Yes [ No
If no, explain:

15. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage? [0 Yes Wo If yes, describe the
type and severity of the damage: ' .

16. Corrective measures needed and/or taken:

17. Other recommendations and comments: Kole, 4 e cdor ol Corrrfrveho'om o&é.,'L_
‘ble cele A’?A—‘ /a CLoyfen, 'ﬁ"o Sleans o {034/.‘ 'D(rfgilb.

D ,-\

18. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +@map accurate? [KYes [ No (Explain) [J Not Reviewed

19. Follow-up inspection needed? [J Yes &% No " Proposed date ——frp——

20. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report_I_. 21. Copy of Report sent to operator 97/23 / 02
y . p . (date)

INSPECTED BY: N luu‘u., A/ . gu\/t»,, JZ— DATE 47/93/02

Telephone No: (20§ ) & 7/- 47
White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist 10197




North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources,
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT
(PERMITTED MINE)

1. MINE NAME _TRIWeLr  Quaesy 2. MINING PERMIT #__ 72~ 10
3. OPERATOR _NAKE SmneE  corP. 4. COUNTY__ AKX £
5. ADDRESS _f0 Rox 140 .
6. PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE A~ 20, 201] 7. RIVER BASIN HVE| U= (05-09-02)
8. Person(s) contacted at site__David F- Lee Ctolosi3t [ Eavimmmen’] Toperpvon
9. Was mine operating at time of inspection? }ZCYes CJ No 10. Pictures? O Yes M No
11. Date last inspected: @4 /24 / G— 12 Any mining since last inspection? PYes 0O No
13. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit? B Yes [ No
If no, explain: :

14. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? P Yes O No
If no, explain:

15. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage? 0 Yes FNo If yes, describe the
type and severity of the damage: .

16. Corrective measures needed and/or taken:

17. Other recommendations and comments:

18. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +(@nap accurate? B Yes O] No (Explain) [0 Not Reviewed

19. Follow-up inspection needed? [J Yes 12'\(1}53 Proposed date __/ ¢

20. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report (/. 21. Copy of Report sent to operator08 /0Z /0 |
. ) (date)

INSPECTED BY: l/l/tww», H. g%ﬁ , DATE 07/2c /90

Telephone No: ( 9/4 Y571 -d7¢p
White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist 10/97




DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCES
March 25, 1996

MEMORANDUM
TO: File, Triangle Quarry (92-10)

FROM: John Holley, Regional Engiﬁgeﬁ -

SUBJECT: Site Visit
March 22, 1996

As a follow-up to an inquiry from the Crabtree Creek Streamwatch,
I visited the site with David Lee of Wake Stone to see if any
perimeter problems were evident with sediment basins or traps. We
found all structures to be in good condition, and no signs of
recent soil loss were observed. The previously repaired slope
along the creek was in excellent condition.

It appears that the inquiry came as a result of a casual
observation of an old pond on the property below the active mine
site and near the park. This pond is exempt from the Dam Safety
Law of 1967, and was breached before any mining was initiated at
the site. I remember seeing the pond during initial site visits
when we were evaluating the original plans for the site. The
breach is at the right abutment of the dam, and is down to firm
material at its base. Although the old PS pipes are exposed due to
past erosion, the breach is relatively stable with leaf litter,
pine straw and other native cover, as well as exposed weathered and
competent rock at the downstream end. This area serves as a
spillway for the remnant of the pond, and I did not notice any
significant changes in it since I last saw it some 10 years ago.
Beavers have built a small gdanm across the upstream end of the
opening, but no problems were observed. Wake Stone chose long ago
to leave this dam undisturbed within their buffer along the park
because repairing it would involve a significant land-disturbing
activity in that vicinity.

I notified the Streamwatch coordinator that no problems were found
and that no follow-up action is required.

JLH




North Carolina Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources,
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT
(PERMITTED MINE)

1. MINE NAME__ 774> 5 (i'b)_&M 2. MINING PERMIT# ‘71'/2

3. OPERATOR Wz Sruls codlP 4. COUNTY_js—

5. ADDRESS_F> Brog (70 Kvetrrpgts MC 27545 6. PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE 4/-/- 20/
7. Person(s) contacted at site_Jszn ez

8. Was mine operating at time of inspection? XYes [No 9. Pictures? [IYes ENo
10. Date last inspected: ¢ /22/ 9% 11. Any mining since last inspection? ¥ Yes O No
12. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit? JZ“Yes O No

If no, explain:

13. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? )Z{]“Yes CONo

If no, explain;

14. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage? [JYes &No If yes, describe the type
and severity of the damage:

15. Corrective measures needed and/or taken:

16. Other recommendations and comments:_courtils o MA1.Tm) Sipustai] CrnfREC
AL,

17. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/- map accuraté? !ﬁ*es [ONo (Explain) [ONot Reviewed

18. Follow-up inspection needed? [JYes [ No Proposed date / /

19. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report . 20. Copy of Report sent to operator _g_/ = | /j'ﬁ
_ (date)

INSPECTEDBY: 71y flotsrtef) DATE__ 5 | & | %4

Phone No: ( 416 ) 571 Y 7z !

White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist

9/91
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North Carolifia Uepariment of Environment, Health, and Naiural Fesources,
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT
(PERMITTED MINE)

1. MINE NAME_7R:A4825" Coiory 2. MINING PERMIT#_Z.A /0
3. OPERATOR_ iy e suT— lcend. 4. COUNTY_ ifndKe—
5. ADDRESS A= Penr (90> Riiattrhtze  4J¢ 2 75456. PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE S -Fe0]
7. Person(s) contacted at site__Advil} <oz .
8. Was mine operating at time of inspection? ,Pji Yes CONo 9. Pictures? [JYes [dNo
10. Date last inspected: & /3 /22 11. Any mining since last inspection? A Yes O No
12. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit? JX Yes ONo
If no, explain:

- 13. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? MYes OO No
If no, explain:

14. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage? [JYes [JNo If yes, describe the type
and severity of the damage: " '

Kaa o

15. Corrective measures needed and/or taken: oA

16. Other recommendations and comments;_wie2k /3 cacmLdivle en PePirerr  Bepe] . Sezdidle
TURepeUT™ T QuIA4RRY LonmrS Ry Gewx), Atd SUHER] CodPot. et ey
AR LICEC. ATy | /

17. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/- map accurate? )Z Yes [No (Explain) [JNot Reviewed

18. Follow-up inspection needed? [JYes B’No Proposed date / /

19. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report . 20. Copy of Report sent to operator / l__
(date)

INSPECTED BY:_~ 7/ <t DATE # / =28 | 3

Phone No: (%7 ) 57 <z

White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist

9/91
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North Carolinﬁ)epartment of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources,
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

(PERMITTED MINE)
1. MINE NAME _ 7 R/ANecs" QGUALRY 2. MINING PERMIT # _Z.2 /0
3. OPERATOR W/AKE" Siole” o RP. 4. COUNTY_y/Ake—
5. ADDRESS 0D A MDA E HC 75445 drzee: oot BRATTES
6. Person (s) contacted at site =
7. Was mine operating at time of inspection ? Yes [] No 8. Pictures ? |___] Yes__ [X]No
9. Date last inspected: _ & /_3</ &< 10. Any mining since last inspection ? Yes D No
11. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit ? m Yes [[] No
If no, explain:

12. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit ? sz Yes [] No
If no, explain:

13. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage ? []Yes lXj No If yes, describe the type
and severity of the damage: . :

14. Corrective measures-needed-ane / or taken: &@MMM‘W

Bzl SR szt

15. Other recommendations and comments:_ <2447 Prrs ALe= REI e LRZL Al AtiTiuls?) .

G CotrR) A Lemet proeh) ARE7S THRAGHNT  THe™ Ml Lo,

bEZ’)\/éaz:zD

16. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/ - map accurate ? /m Yes D No (Explain) [[] Not Reviewed

17. Follow-up inspection needed ? [] Yes m No Proposeddate___/ [/

18. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report . 19. Copy of Report sent to operator_& /4 | 92
INSPECTED BY:__ 77z Hec e DATE:_ ¢/ .3 fdateizx\'
PhoneNo: (9/9) 57/ - sirm

White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist

7]




North Carolina Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources,
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

(PERMITTED MINE)

1. MINE NAME @ AL D Thyplors Quirey 2 MINING PERMIT# 72 —(©
3.OPERATOR ™ (AT S[rone. Cop f, , 4. COUNTY__wJArE
5.ADDRESS ___f.0. X _|4do kNGHEDARYE  NC 2. 75— :

6. Person (s) contacted at site __ 1 €2  ZCATION ’

7. Was mine operating at time of inspection ? [CdYes [X No 8. Pictures ? [JYes No
9. Date last inspected: I 72 192~ 0. Any mining since last inspection ? Yes No
11. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit 2 Yes D No
TV Buffre. Qone  f 5 Btenl pesTtes ANY _[2£-SEEEY
= MULCHED,

12. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit ? %] Yes [] No
If no, explain:

13. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage ? [JYes [2] No If yes, describe the type
and severity of the damage:

14. Corrective measures needed and / or taken: __ [REmEp At AN  THs  Reend
OAUED 00T SorkigyeNT— T CORRE T TH-£  [FUCFER  DECICIEN .

— e Averome A%A MIST__RE- fon], ror Co . &
OF \JeGEANVE Vel St  coamfle e of Mee~ AN D6 .

15. Other recommendations and comments: T SCA NG [t ArT Mus7T— Bg—
R lEedte — Ao  BEfore— BiAnne cAN EBF  PESord o
Lo o N6 Tpe  bEST Ao oHauAr -

16. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/ - map accurate ? D Yes D No (Explain) Q(Not Reviewed

17. Follow-up inspection needed ? [X[ Yes [] No Proposed date_2~, 7 / 72— ul

(Vi f
18. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report_ €. 19. Copy of Repongem’ to operator !, 24 72-
; . . (date
INSPECTED BY: <J?KwW  Huorcey // Dr BArges” pate:_ !, 24, 3=
PhoneNo: (1) €7/ —470e 12 4@ — [:25Fm
White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist

8/89
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North Carolina Department of Environment, Health, and Natural Resources,
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

" e (PERMITTED MINE)
1. MINE NAME An/ GLS @Awt'gv/ 2. MINING PERMIT #__ 92 ~/2

3.-OPERATOR W/\&% SNE Gk 4. COUNTY___ (e g
5. ADDRESS £Q, POX Ao [jeNIGHTDPALE NS 2751/5 -
6. Person (s) contacted at site _ onNNY < BevsToN |, PAVP LEE
7. Was mine operating at time of inspection ? Yes |[] Nd 8. Pictures ? DYes,:l gNo
)
No

9. Date last inspected: _2_/ 27/ %0 10. Any mining since last inspection ? EYes
11. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit ? EI Yes

If - EXP in:

o lamlg v to DUitet- Aolb CRLALIeeE
= = e / 713 —
_%g?_;_umﬂy LesoTeo A MhTrEp)fn 01‘5“5/7'5_2_‘

L LAeErm CRewls.

12. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit ? m Yes [] No
If no, explain:

13. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage ? es [JNo If yes, describe the type
and severity of the damage: _&L&%&& 2 St/CHT Seouy
AT s LOST INTD L AT £ O Lo  Stjop—
ros  HPlRox, Fo%  Actoss Cliri . Fows
1S ANor— ez NN ocerp. - '
——— Va) /
A Al MMusT 26 ¢

14. Corrective measuresfieeded and / or taken:
%0 ,ié ﬁﬁ/t
k. ofF 4 XY =
c NI ET s — No,
e~ Seole AND /focres . Dup- RBY 2 —(~93 .,

15. Other recommendations and coZments: T2l Sros For. Fol ot Pr-

REART o T DENT 7> JS v Yy [PUTRIINY,
CELnTE . EXAAD ol  OAYE S ﬁ:—-?—zOo/
- I S

16. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/ - map accurate ? D Yes D No (Explain) lg Not Reviewed

17. Follow-up inspection needed ? EYes [C] No Proposed date [ 1L 3’7_7_2— .1—

(date

INSPECTED ng_z)_&\[ 7‘(\)4 t?:/r)éul\lé)/lbf PANIS  pate: / . 8 ; 472
PhoneNo: (f19) & 7/-4‘ Yoo / ‘

White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist
B9

18. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report (2 ; 19. Copy of Report sent to operator Z 121 72




North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Community Development
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

MINE INSPECTION REPORT

(PERMITTED MINE)
1. MINENAME _CARY  OuideieY 2.MINING PERMIT#__92-/¢0O

3.OPERATOR _WAK e STOAE  CoN P 4. COUNTY

5.ADDRESS _P.0. By (G0 wiltaurole MO 79545

6. Person (s) contacted at site __ DAY (L&

7. Was mine operating at time of inspection ? [t¥¥es [] No 8. Pictures ? [JYes [A4Wo
9. Date last inspected: /§O / 10. Any mining since last inspection ? es |:| No

11. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit ? B’(es D No

If no, explain:

e
12. 1s the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit? % Ves [J No
If no, explain:

i
13. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage ? O Yes B’ﬁo If yes, describe the type

and severity of the damage:

14. Corrective measures needed and / or taken:

Swles AN ST RS B B [MSTALLED dCdnalln T

WESTERN  RouddIAY i~ 2= 2,7 9o Privid & Plarepm/

DUl THE  RECOCATION o THe PG ROAD,  THERE APE
AMPOEINT  TEWMPDRARY  DEVICES, . An SENN DS 35 CrcCE DS

Fﬂ»caua_[ﬂ_,ﬁ/ ANED A yA ST 470>

15. Other recommendations and comments:

16. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/ - map accurate ? E’Ves D No (Explain) D Not Reviewed

17. Follow-up inspection needed ? [ Yes [D/l{ Proposed date /

—_

18. No. of additional pages of Inspection Report . 19. Copy of Report sent to operator 3 /Z7 / 919.

. (date :
INSPECTED BY: (’—;E'ZJZ/(’/( LEATHEE<, DATE: © ;27 / ;)0 .

Phone No: ( ) 753"’ ZS / (/

White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist

REV. 9/88 |~




North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Community Development
Division of Land Resources, Land Quality Section

- MINE INSPECTION REPORT

(PERMITTED MINE)
T.MINENAME _ T2 (Jleol & Oudep % 2. MINING PERMIT # 9 -0
3. OPERATOR WA & =mhnle Col P, 4. COUNTY_ tidr .~

5.ADDRESS P.0. B G0 EallonTd i Al 23 SdS
6. Person (s) contacted at site TS RIZATTOA]

7. Was mine operating at time of inspection ? Ldv¥es [J No 8. Pictures ? [JYes_[cNo
9. Date last inspected: i/ 20 /8& 10. Any mining since last inspection ? nges D No

11. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the Permit ? @(es

If no, explain:

12. Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the Permit ? [CJ-ves [] No
If no, explain:

13. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite damage ? [JYes mﬁo If yes, describe the type
and severity of the damage:

14. Corrective measures needed-andsor taken: T oV B.ilba] BT 1% BETG
Ldiasyy A4S HEBLESTEN  10f  The CAST (i SPcenig)]
ey .

15. Other recommendations and comments:_5/7E ool < VR, (oD,

/
16. Is the Annual Reclamation Report +/ - map accurate ? Wes D No (Explain) D Not Reviewed

17. Follow-up inspection needed ? [ Yes lo] Proposed date /

S S

—_—

18. No. of additionilgages of Inspection Report . 19. Copy of Report sent to operator / /

A o (date)
INSPECTED BY: Al b ) Fmre— DATE: ([ 30 29
Phone No: ( )
White copy to file Yellow copy to operator Pink copy to Mining Specialist

REV. 9/88




6.
7.
9.
11.

12,
13.

14,

15,

16.

17.

18.
19.

MINE INSPECTION KERORT

Land Qﬁality Section

Operator: WS < T (& 2. Mine Name_ Ty Aot (=~
County: |AIE 4. Is site permitted? Yes_‘élo 5. Permit No. 4 Z2~/J

Person(s) Contacted: 7235 £3ﬁ247722&/

Was mine operating at time of inspection? Yesifﬁé__ 8. Pictures? Yes _ quf//
Date Last Inspected:ééjégyézao. Any mining since last inspection? Yeskiﬁ

If mine is not under permit cite evidence of recent mining activity:

Are public safety provisions in compliance with the permit? Yes L///No

Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the permit?

Yes No If no, explain:

Is tzj/mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the permit?
N

Yes o If no, explain:

Did any oi/;he above deficiencies result in offsite sedimentation?

Yes No If yes, what measures are needed?

Is the Annual Reclamation Report and map accurate? Yes‘u/ﬁ; If mno,

explain:

Other recommendations and comments: 5/7E /S i/ éE)CQ%ZLr?A/7/'$77ﬂV%f;

LAM 15 NSARIAG COMAETION] | RE2IMMEND TIHT 1M PUADMENT
PEMMIT BASISSUSY . THE ACHUE OUSRRULND]  PILE  SHIULD

B Scemey As <M A4S )T LS conBIE BuT jo (e Piged TS AILL,
Follow-up inspection needed? qu___Nq_Z:f Proposed date:

Copy of report sent to operator? qugé@éézgkg No No. of add'l pages
(date)

INSPECTED BY:J&M U)—?HES" ) DATE =f_/2_9/;3&




MINE INSPECTION REPORT

Land Quality Section

1. Operator: WAKS STDNS 2. Mine Name 7 R/IANGLE 69(/14@9%
3. Count:y:jg@;Lc_r__s‘~ 4. Is site permitted? Yes_;CNo__ 5. Permit No. QZ"/O
6. Person(s) Contacted: TED 5/?,4/77)/\./

7. Was mine operating at time of inspection? Yesﬁo_ 8. Pictures? Yes  No ol

9. Date Last Iuspected:_é/_/ﬁ/ﬂlo. Any mining since last inspection? Yes iAo

11. If mine is not under permit cite evidence of recent mining activity:

/

7~

12. Are public safety provisions in compliance with the permit? Yes .~ No

13. Is the mine in compliance with the Operating Conditions of the permit?

Yes No If no, explain: RBUT = ifc WA D(}ST“/ Z"'C,

14, Is the mine in compliance with the Reclamation Conditions of the permit?
YeS_AIO___ £ no, explain: BaRm pnf wesTeen Eup o~
AT 1S wekilG Compirrin] Beus BARYCR £ DyURPS NS -
B APPENR T MAVE REEN A DcDUATE (mARGmALS, s 50 PSS
ALone rAuC RAMD onl WEIT oidE oF P;\T’ MnustT Bg' PROVIDED W/ERounT
15. Did any of the above deficiencies result in offsite sedimentation?@u?@d“ﬁt) CovEr.
Yes_ié\lo__ If yes, what measures are needed? OFFESITE 5N WAS MINOR l’ s
Exelle £1T BEtow Miuc Lodd (wSTef £ir) smuc |
BE PROVIDED i STINE Florene  4un D ISR S
DLPES musT BE  STARIL ZEN

16. Is the Annual Reclamation Report and map accurate? Yes on If no,

explain:

17. Other recommendations and comments:_DOr\‘lT' il B{Z,ugﬁ BARRICﬁS
CIC_semymanT  cogmal .

18. Follow-up inspection needed? Yes /No Proposed date: _AHCTOREY 8’7
19. Copy of report sent to operator? Yes é/&? No No. of add'l pages
(date)

INSPECTED BY: 2\«1 ,\M\}\ \A)W DATE: (p / 2.2/ _c9_7




\"» AT

State of North Carolina
Department of Natural Resources and Community Development
Raleigh Regional Office

James G. Martin, Governor S. Thomas Rhodes, Secretary

DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCES

February 4, 1987

Mr. John Bratton d Bpitler
e . Te a6\
ake Stone Corporation 447 -5300

Post Office Box 190
Knightdale, NC 27545

RE: Sedimentation Complaint
Wake Stone Triangle Quarry
Wake County

A

Dear Mr. Bratton:

In response to a citizen's complaint of sediment
getting into Crabtree Creek from the Triangle Quarry, I
inspected the site adjacent to the Creek on February 2,

1987.

I found that spoil material from a large berm is indeed
getting into the Creek. Some sediment has gotten through
the buffer area at the toe of the slope but the majority of
it is leaving the site via several drainage ways.

It was noted that attempts have been made to control
the sediment by installing silt fences and hay bales. These
measures are inadequate and in some cases have already

failed.

Due to this being a rather a large site and in a
critical location due to its proximity to Crabtree Creek, it
is important that steps be taken immediately to correct the
situation. It appears that the first step is to construct
sediment basins with stone and gravel filters at the
drainage outlets. The next and most important step is to
permanently stabilize the berm. This will involve grading
the slopes at an angle that will support vegetation.

3800 Barrett Drive, PO. Box 27687, Raleigh, NC. 27611-7687 © Telephone 919.733-2314




Mr. Bratton
February 4, 1987

2

;f needeq, I can meet with you or a representative on
the site to discuss needed measures.

'Please let me know of your intentions as soon as
possible. I am at 733-2314.

Sincerely,
r%ﬂ‘éz‘f—z‘ ‘

Tim Holland

Asst. Regional Engineer
Land Quality Section
Raleigh Regional Office

S—



Y ' wf
k;;)wwh&.aﬂmawﬂmauﬁm@nuﬁazpaR?

.- Land Quality Section
Raleigh Regional Office
3800 Barrett Drive
Raleigh, NC 17611
(919) 733-2314

1. Company:_ Woke <fope vamfomz County:__ |1/ ke

' : 3. Mine: :Zhgg b QUQ/‘/\/ 4. Permit No. 92-/0

' 5. Person Contacted’ T /A7 loin : 6. Date Ingpected 2 -/2 ‘8’7
- ] 7. Pictures: Videotape Slides Other

) 8." Was mine active on date of inspection? Yes ./ No A

|

9. Erosion Control Measures taken.

: @f//”LédZ‘ nlii' Gfl c‘fF Urlsﬁ é;[/éz/ M ﬁa,jc_
been o foped! cot ond 74MeJ

Describe any offsite damage.

nadl.
lté’?‘@a/ 47"' ‘f?m ng INSPec 7/‘0)( ‘

|

!

|=11. Are public safety provisions in compliance with permit? Ve @
|

12. Waste Disposal measures taken, i éfm _az_fgcg,lz 7% T40 /s jsz_/?%&
gngZ\_ ;&s]é’ ﬂgéﬂé’/

10.

6’)44()!)1/7L(_A7A ?piﬂﬂf /0'5’7L Q/él&' -
v2) / o HeSvesS, A !//-S;A/z Ss Z?ér//‘an

PRV

3. Is Annual Reclamation Report form accurate? Yes v No

} If no, explain

4

14. Reclamation accomplished since last inspection. No. of acres

/?arm mw‘/' 12 T40 fas .A(_d?ﬂ /)/4//7éc/ w:?’?( /D/)fes“

|
|
1:5. Reclamation measures needed. ﬁc*mz:}n.—//.'/‘ w‘/‘\_&/m muﬂL b(, S’fd;éa //Zcfa/

16 Other recommendations & comments: Q»,ﬂL,,WJMM e 48)(7"'72
Captrze Cleck | Codise 16 e Tain_s= Zouluigs poncls.,

_gigm_mgﬂc/ﬁc/ +o M Bm E Jse /¢$ne</azzz I G /e02S ﬂa?" éd/
Cfé//zc«r/ a7 /‘coc;lgmfocz/ M)/ﬁ ,om.és P ,?

17. Were recommendations made to operator at site" Yes — No
1

18. Follow-up inspection needed? Yes —_ No

19. Copy sent to operator? Yes " 2-/8-27(date) No 2

INSPECTED BY:__~773 tHo/low./




MINE INSPECTION REPORT
' - Land Quality Section
Raleigh Regional Office

3800 Barrett Drive
Raleigh, NC 17611
(919) 733-2314
1. Company: Wﬂkg STowe 2. County: h/a _l’c_
'3, Mine: (Cavy (Zusrry 4, Permit No. ¢ 2-/0
/
5. Person Contacted: “7’5,]/ /3 ra Flew 6. Date Inspected 6—27’55
7. Pictures: Videotape Slides Other
8. Was mine active on date of inspection? Yes o~ No

9. Erosion Control Measures taken. &£x;<'h'~¢ Pod: o 5&775:3 ABnsivs

§10. Describe any offsite damage. fonie /UQM

11. Are public safety provisions in compliance with permit? /4

;12. Waste Disposal measures taken. f.rms

|

13. Is Annual Reclamation Report form accurate? Yes No

-If no, explain

}4. Reclamation accomplished since last inspection. No. of acres

| A _peves of Berms Seeded £ Mulehe)

i
1(5. Reclamation measures needed.

16. Other recommendations & comments: [“,/;,&3 Grood

17. Were reconnﬁendations made to operator at site? Yes No o—
18. Follow-up inspection needed? Yes No ., —
19. Copy sent to operator? Yes . T-1-8¢ _ (date) No

INSPECTED BY:_ Jony L Gmil /iyl Browm.




May 22, 1984

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jim Stevens

FROM: Steve Conrad S AC

SUBJECT: Inspection of Wake Stone Cary Quarry

Pursuant to our discussions on May 18, 1984, an inspecticn was made
of the Cary Quarry on May 21, 1984. Additionally, the concerns
expressed May 18, were discussed with the mine operator.

Problems with truck traffic crossing the centerline were discussed.
Wake Stone has indicated that Landmark Associates had plans to develop
the property across Reedy Creek Road from the intersection of the Wake
Stone access road. The development plans include a redesign of the
intersection which may alleviate the truck traffic crossover. Perhaps
we can discuss this redesign with Landmark and Wake Stone.

Concerning the reported blasting vibrations, Wake Stone blasted at
1:30 p.m. on April 6, 1984 not at 12:00 p.m. The company's seismograph
record for the blast taken at Landmark Engineering across I-40 showed
practically no vibration and little air blast. Wake Stone did not blast
at all on April 10, 1984, the other date reported. Please check to see
if 12:00 p.m. April 6 and 12:30 p.m. April 10 are the correct times.
Another possibility for a source of blasting is construction blasting
for a pipeline under construction on the south side of 1I-40 during this
period. Wake Stone indicated that the park ranger should feel free to
notify them immediately of any problem with blasting as it is easier to
investigate the complaint then.

No water was found ponding on the outside of the berm although
marsh grass was noted. At this point, we don't feel that additional
drainage warrants destroying the adjoining vegetation. However, Wake
Stone was advised to monitor the situation and provide drainage if
ponding occurs.

Additional vegetative screening was discussed and Wake Stone asked
for recommendations. We suggested that your landscaping experts should
participate in any recommendations. We will be happy o arrange a
meeting to discuss any recommendations with Wake Stone. Construction oF
the berm along I~40 is on-schedule and is expected to be £inished by
this fall.

Although Wake Stone acknowledged that they were ahead of their
projected production schedule, they could not yet say when the primary
crusher could be relocated into the pit.




Department of Environment, Health, and Natural
: n?n Wi cuilh !n-fu.oj ﬁnmv‘»nm 1 and Ouality S&Cﬁm

-k

MEMORANDUM
Jim Stevens
Page 2

May 22, 1984

The mine operator does

intend to operate on Memorial Day (May 28).
However,

they have instituted a policy of not operating at al}tozny
Saturdays except for special requests. We did advise them tha

i it should
request for a variance tc cperate on times prohibited by permit
be made as far in advance as possible.

, i ompliance
Overall, the quarry was found to be in good order and in comp
with the permit cn May 21, 1984.

; i the
I believe that this addresses the concerns ment;;gzg-g;rlng
May 18 meeting. We will be happy to coordlnaFQ any fc_ °
discussions on visual screening and intersection redesign.

sSC/Js/ci

cc: Paula Burger




| , ,
}]J\TSPE(:?['ED BY: _JB}Q‘VJ 7”(\)4,{( T =T~ 8 e _3
-,

NO.
LS.
L INSPECTION REPORT
Lompany: (e STONGT Countys CoRres”
B;Iinez CALt OOy At . Permit Numbers G20

Date Inspected: [ S~ s Date of last inspections S— (7—&3
?roduCtz C s Hew Stone” Person Contacteds T ‘Bm‘éﬁx’
1

|

L Remarks — Measures Taken

A. FErosion Controls £ XIS :J ¢ TAN>s  SETT NG BA<) As
f
|
: B. Waste Disposals e (e
C. Reclamation: STVA2 (¢ PADo)  of Co—~FRs e /qY/fD‘\’CS
SN=—> 13 F Loy Sl 'Fﬁacf&ﬂz_s&;},_f Seg e
CssPs TS . '
RECOMMENDATIONS & COMMENT S Q [ T S UR SV e~ ) v\.l
Cooraf5 0 vt uq/ No  Sorous  (Flr coya e YL N AV TR

 Locter, AT PLAl FY et fronc  Toap g
Fsfosso. S 5 Aern SHED S Firerofiay

|
Deficiency letter needed Letter sent Reinspection Needed

|



May 17, 1983

Mr. John Bratton, Jr.
Wake Stone Corporation
P. 0. Box 190
Knightdale, N, €. 27545

RE: Cary Quarry
Wake County

Dear Mr. Bratton:

This letter will follow up our meeting and mine inspection of the Cary
Quarry on May 17, 1983 {n accordance with G.S. 74-56 of the Hining Act.

During our meeting, we discussed continuing noise abatement measures,
extending the present bemm to the south to provide additional screening,
f111ing small pools of standing water, sediment control, paving the
access road, and hauling material from the quarry on Saturday. Through
our discussion with you and inspection, we have found that the agreed
noise abatement measures have been taken and the existing lakes are still
functioning for sediment contrel. You indicated that the access road
will be paved in the near future and the pools will be backfilled and
revegetated. We also discussed that hauling overburden from the site

on Saturdays will be considered subject to mining permit condition number
SH. Additfonally, we appreciate your consideration to extending the

berm to the south.

A report of o011 contaminated water discharge from your operation to
Crabtree Creek was investigated. No evidence of any ofl contaminated
water discharge was found where your site drainages meets Crabtree Creek.

Thank you for your cooperation in these matters.
Sincerely,
ORIGINAL SIGNED BY

James D. Simons, C.P.6.S., P.E.
Mining Specialist
LAND QUALITY SECTION

JDS: gf
cc: John Holley

“—
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TNSPECTED Bt: __ JOMN thilldy NO.
INSPECTION REPORT
Comiany: MRy  ST7ToNE : Countys s
MinEe: Cary Pty Permit Number: 72-/0
Dat.e Inspected: S—31 -82 Date of last inspection: 3~ 9—6&2
Profciuct: CRUS Hrep | S 7ok Person Contacted: ToHn E/zm,;/
I. | Remarks - Measures Taken QUALEY Fthre 461~ Pyt
| A Erosion Control: EXi1STInNG  Popps  Arup  Pock  FLTER I PIT
AT EhsTeRrd Desn N3TE  CHANNEL .
B. Waste Disposals ‘1?;_6&%/)
C. Reclamation: LPERr Ard ERSTERN  DRMINAGE  CHAAINEL HAve

]
t

_Mm_fm&_cm/ boyp THCKED AT JEe A

AUTERBTINGS 72 Nole BordDd  Dore., SPtcessry onN  Dfon, (4545

BeEd bm/ép 1Y AP AP
RECOMMENDATIONS & COMMENTS:

Ao J@é_BLLEM__E NoTe . S/7¢ /S /A Conn ALLHAICE. .
— AN EXSTInG  COASTE Frpe 8 AT T Seod
Cokwerr o~ THg FRIPERTY  (IAX  DISCUSSED /73
. YR . reAreEN - THE  CLRUSHHLR It Oau Py A
| bpdren] _OF  THE ToP e THE Frciss pRER. MR
| aTrEN  DESiers 7> CowsrRucr A BEgnn  Aioné
f T TP 0f  THE  fREN  For  ScrResn/INE Se
’ Aeg Iwrs  TD  Apce Fite. _on'  THE Sbof’s
| (0 Etaapnl  THer Mo coykr THE £Exficss
Lr Beis. BB L Ac ok Lree on THE JStors

Lo Vorve A Sthlr SEcrren’  0F  STEEA
p/l/é',&s(u\/ é‘awégéfz 4 Te  STeEp Drrirns 70 T
Seo tr e T Pono. T T AeTES THAT T DONT Goed

Deficiency letter needed Letter sent Reinspection Needed




Trande= THAS

Yoture B85 AT (Posgren Flor~ 77"@/
STRpo poone 0F  TTE e NINE T AT Lom6 Ax |
Ve Cosd DIPONS  OF T SANING ERM 17 AR

NoT VILATEY N 7H  fRecess. LT AT A’G%
T I Cooven  CHECK TS THusy

JInm o ns RerorR & 7He A /S UHﬂél-7747§bé~

/\/(572: T7r S/ ons AND L72ve  CoNBAL VISITED

SITET -2 —%2  AND  OBSEryED THE AREAH D&“Cﬂ;&s@

ARove . IN R CONVERSATrN i g7 = cfr |

‘/I\/FaﬂMéD THRT  THE APoser  Aepny,p ,N 7/-&"':

AreR /s A ePTABLE Rovipep 7Ry Free Psee—
MENT  ANp SThE Ar—~ fetochrrny  Ate A’c—c.éfmﬂ‘{-
70 ANY RTENTmcy  AFECTED  NEGHPRS. TIn.
Allep rme 7> Frss 7225 Aeens T2 . :
- BrsrreN D Ul trid rmy rERT—  Con Vé?liﬁ‘??u/
S iTH o,

T (/\//43 Bcc ormISHED Fr5— fLQW




INSPECTED BY: ____ (JD#) He( NO.
B INSPECTION REPORT

Companys [~Avce  STONE Countys e
Minje: C ﬁ’fsz ALy Permit Number: 72-/0
Datge Inspected: L—22 -%2 Date of last inspections g 2 —2f—g52_
Prp;duct:' CivsHeo ,S‘h:)/\/é_ Person Contacteds T N M Ernrrria/
I. | Remarks - Measures Taken

f A. Erosion Control: ExisTInG  foNDS

E

: B. Waste Disposal: (Ol =S ITE e o S ornSTReCI7ON/ OF

| AT  SI1TE — RBERr~ IS Cer~PrErE

ELZ7- oF S/7E.

C. Reclamations B i~ AL & AxTERAN Pt Aok c”‘"Lﬂ*’N&._
: [E  PEerd STACIC %0 s cs NE. ford DA

|

" RECOMMENDATIONS & COMMENTS: Ao FPostgEms  poTED Pz spsncc
7S Sepi—epnyz  Conmrel . T YNDicaser TIAMT TN~

K2 Pk oPPic)Ars)

Lrrons/l e EXRESsED  Sormg  GNeEr A/ 7o r~g"

&P RESAEGT 7o & LonNoad  oF  (Mres

[ Y EaTERLAN Ditth N5~ Clhaa NEZ . A

EEouerep A7  THESE FALeps L~ Prno Forn

LRepee Orahnfloe < e, Bruges NAdecep,

[ 1Mol ATEr  T2a7 e oo Contazrs our

OFficE”  @friere e [APBLL M s Been, Coreecrrp,

i
1
|
|

Deficiency
|

letter needed Letter sent Reinspection Needed




|

ms!mow: THAS Love g | NO.

INSFECTION REPQRT

!
Company: oA St/ E Countys Co Az
Miéez CAr u Udhrvie 7 Permit Numbers D2 ~ro
: Daf;e Inspected: == /7-%2  Date of last inspections F-22 52

ProEduct: < rR~ys ﬁp S7on/8 Person Contacteds Sty B RTINS

I. . Remarks - Measures Taken

_f A. Erosion Comtrol: E X/ Sr7vdG /2 ~NDOS

' B«  Waste Disposal: I —s )71 Fee Re Pc.,n,\/r

| stv-ﬂugzobl - Sm..o /= &orgeos:,
L ATEC A

gC. Reclamations BEepr Awo EWSTEICA/ DMN’TKQ C'I‘MNM:_(_

RECOMMENDATTONS & COMMENTS: Mo St s Crurrn, RoRier o -
' o e T ShHouiw Bz OPERATMNG. /0 Ao o 7~
[ preoriTH . I~ Slrsns stao ChA e

betond  Alovr Porip,,c e S OR Fhes
b AreR s rS Efvreren T2t nAwe Drress,
JRHNNT  BRATTEN Sy pp o Aee gon
Lo A 00 Sz AT CAAR snp.
HE (MNOICHTED THAG—  fhe e  CoN Ty g

S L OFTre s ONnCE ENDRE  Drrzjir 45
De#hiNeo .
!
i
é
Def{ic‘iency letter needed Letter sent Reinspection Needed
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!
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INSPECTED BY: . JO Hvd

, N et NO.

INSPECTION REPORT

I

Cong:pany: boke s STONE County: WUA’&;__E‘
Minfe: | C Ay OIuALrry Permit Number;  72—[0
Datﬁe Inspected: G -24-v2 . Date of last inspections S-(72-92_
Prq.’duct : C fus, Heo STIJNE Person Contacted: Blaww, e
I. I Remarks — Measures Taken

A. Erosion Control: EXIsTue PO NDC

'B. Waste Disposals Q- SITE  QonsTRuerion) By

AT femor  pgen <t Seer

C. Reclamation: ‘ Begr~ Mmoo EAsTE 2D DMMA‘Z,Q C,H'ﬁuuz_g

== N Poro  pa 5 s ITTHER  wE
%C._L—Mmc"\)
RECOMMENDATIONS & COMMENTS: No Sttiovs  Ploplsy .

|

' — ME. Gewo T8~ UAS A SIS e HC AT or s

! o JHE D-5. Suee  Cothey Nexos PgPhor

|

i

T RAiso SEVERL A S 16 ME|C A Guee e  Abe

B5Ren sl 60l 2eRr~ v Hc MNEE b Bt |

THESE Ty . REE  AeTR, T CorTlheTog pr

SItTE" poup P [2E€7Co o r~smps O A5, 0) LA rnhoe 7

Cordnaug w/ SEE Dyas aF Com PLesg i St ope s
/A'IA?O K CoNErR g T2He i n Pl dss T PRescct O

,' LAY “THRT o e .

Letngrear (o fponr | P v TH

Def T"Lciency letter needed Letter sent Reinspection Needed
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jJJ\ISPEqTED BY: _ "\oH~d Q Horrey

NO.
INSFECTION REPORT
¢ompany: (D HAes Stonde Countys ohce
Mines CAeY B ) UNR [ Permit Numbers: G2-to
Pate Inspected: A-2.-B2 Date of last inspections G-24-62
Troduct: CROSHED Soue Person Contacted: Bows oy 1lls
A. Erosion Controls EXi1STIWG Po OS  <- NE LY S [1NL

BRuios 2o (oo PP DRBIA

¥. Remarks - Measures Taken
i
i
|

1

B. Waste Disposal: RERM S <t Oy —S (TB_ copmcﬁod B

O. Reclamation: BERM Ay DPA1Aeg CHMA e T2 ERST, BEfem
T wesT, MNE GBuo Db O SioGes oe Pl-r)ﬁz_cLSJ_
o bD.
RECOMMENDATTONS & COMMENTS: _ C wiS TRASC Tae o) AresT o, AsTe.
T ELeSion  Alosigss  prerr ed (AT Pe T HAve

_Receiuso Sormg LerrenN 08 5 'Hat..xaggg_ = TN RS

_'_Mm@g e S0\ N BR2BLE o Mote o |
| - T cofe

_ SUCCESTEE  TD  RReconhnG  Trae
— e CrEsT o THe  NE  Pouo D

o Peeve T Flow o

Bg  Prrerep
SResT™ ower P Bt ,

MR- RRousod 6 INTHCASED T HaT THETY Lo CoNTuug
Tn  PRecrgc, o] Efesny 2ZEp STARI L Ny

i
@

L ClCommen Mo (wsP LASTER. Ty
£ IHE AY

COMSTROTIOA) 13 Cor— PLETE,

Letter sent

Deficiency letter needed N o Reinspection Needed
1




INSPECTED, BY: ___ JOHW ST S) e NO.
INSPECTION REPORT
Companys L AKE Soe Countys ~dre
Mine: C pY COARRY Permit Numbers: q2-40
Date Inspecteds: [[~ 2282 Date of last inspections -2 s

Product: ClosHso Lo NE Person Contacted: JoHA B, W

I. Remarks - Measures Taken

A. Erosion Controls EX 15172~ FENDOS <+ PE s e_\*evlz_r 7~6
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November 24, 1982

o

Mr. John Bratton, Jr.
Haks Stone Corporation

.Post Office Box 190 ., - . .

Knightdale, NC 27545

Dear Mr. Bratton:

RE: Cary Quarry (92-10)
Wake County

This is to confirm the results of our imspection of the subject site
on November 23, 1982,

As ve discussed, reclamation activities and comservation practices car-
ried out to date were found to be in compliance with the provieions of your
Mining Permit. We particularly appraciated your assistance with our inspec-
tion of the noise sbatement measures carried out to date. The work you have
done in this area is also in compliance with youxr permit.

The following items were notéd which need'yout timely attention to in-

sure continued complianca:

(1) Completion of repair and stabilization work for eroded areas at
the fiortheast Pond Sam and Eastern Bern. DR

(2) Improvement of drainage within the Rastern Drainage Channel to
eliminate the ponding areas adjacent to the park property.

In addition to the above, I would recommend that any planﬁed additional
seeding work proceed as scon as possible due to the rapidly approaching
winter season.

Your cooperation in resolving these matters is appreciatad. If there

are any questions or if we can be of any assistance, pleasea feel free to
Cal]. 'Y

Sincerely,

John L. Holley, Jr.

Begional Engineer

Land Quality Section
JLH/mp

ee: Jim Siwmens




Wake Stone Corporation

Locations
U. S. 64 East, Raleigh, N.C.
U.S. 1 at Deep River, Moncure, N.C,
1-40 at Harrison Ave., Cary, N C.

Quarry Phone Numbers: Business Office Address:
919/266-9266—Knightdale : P. O. Box 190

919/775-7348—Moncure Knightdale, N.C. 27545

919/467-4300—Triangle 919/266-9266

November 29, 1982

Mr. James D, Simons

Division of Land Resources

N. C. Dept. of Natural Resources & Community Development
P, 0. Box 27687

Raleigh, N. C. 27611

Dear Jim:

recommendations you and John Holley made on your vigit to
Triangle Quarry last week. Also, please find enclosed a copy
of the Bureau of Mines report regarding noige abatement,

If you have any questions about the Teport, please don't
hesitate to agk as we might be able to simplify some of
Foster-Miller'g descriptions,

Yours truly,

WAKE,. STONE CORPORATION

n R. Bratton

JRB/cw
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LAND QUALITY SECTION
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December 13, 1982

Mr. John R. Bratton

Wake Stone Corporation

P. 0. Box 190

Knightdale, North Carolina 27545

Dear Mr. Bratton:
Thank you for sending a copy of the Burezu of Mines Report.
We appreciate your cooperation during the November 23rd inspection.

During a recent trip to Umstead Park, I did notice that the gulley on
the berm at the park boundary had been filled and mulched. I also noticed
that same effort had been made to drain the pools adjacent to the middle of

the berm. However, the pools were still present on December 7th and apparently
will require same additional effort to drain.

Again, we appreciate your cooperative spirit and lock forward to following
the progress on your quarry.
Sincerely,
/ 7 )
i \

/ . = et
James D. Simons, C.P.G.S., P.E.
Mining Specialist
IAND QUALITY SECTION

JDS:pgy

cc: John Holley



